Nutrition and Health as a nutrition and diet-focused journal aims to publish the most up-to-date and high-quality research papers for health professionals' lifelong information and new knowledge acquisition. It has been highlighted and long discussed that nutrition and dietetics research requires advanced and complex methodological approaches due to the nature of the metrics used. For instance, when assessing a group's or individual's dietary habits, the level of accuracy is relatively low due the high variance of dietary habits between seasons, between days and within time for the same individual. This can become even more complex when a larger group of individuals is being observed, as between-individuals variance also plays a key role in reducing the accuracy of information. At the same time, the tools we use to assess all of the above have important drawbacks themselves. Thus, we should be aware that that all available tools have important error levels; 24-hour recall might not offer a wide variety of information for long-term food consumption, selfcompleted diaries might affect a person's intake and a Food Frequency Questionnaire has important recall bias.
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In this context, many researchers consider a p-value cutoff of 5% (0.05) as being extremely strict for the nature of nutrition and dietetics data. This is mainly based on the idea that the higher the variance, the lower the chances of having a significant association in a small or even normal study sample. If this is the case then we might have been underreporting significant associations to date because we have been conservative. One of the most controversial issues raised is the cut-off point for the p-value and the use of confidence intervals instead. A group of researchersgrowing in numbers worldwide -has suggested using the effect size (odds ratios, coefficients, hazards ratios, etc.) with their respective confidence intervals in order to let the reader decide on what he/she considers important. For example, a very high effect size where only the lower limit of the interval is slightly ruining the significance should not be necessarily considered as a non-significant result, but rather be open to interpretation. At the same time, another group of epidemiologists suggest that for nutrition data, even broader confidence intervals might be more realistic (e.g. 90% instead of 95%) due to the high variance of the data.
Another widely misused metric tool is standard deviation and standard error. Many papers have been published presenting one or the other, but incorrectly. It is important to make sure that these two terms are being used properly, as they might look alike but are very different. The standard deviation that accompanies the mean value of a sample's continuous variable is an indication of the degree to which individuals within the sample differ from the sample's mean value. On the other hand, the standard error of the sample mean is an estimate of how far the sample mean is likely to be from the population mean. Thus, standard deviation is a tool that identifies the level of discrepancy within the sample, whilst the standard error is a tool that provides information of the actual error occurring when using the specific sample to describe a bigger population. Therefore, the use of the one tool should not restrict the use of the other; they could easily be used together in observational studies.
Another important methodological discussion has been raised lately about the presentation of the null findings in research studies. The reason why null findings are less publishable compared to significant ones is based on methodological aspects. The way that the p-value is derived from statistical tests provides a 5% level of error when reporting a significant association and that can be trusted per 95%. On the other hand, when a finding fails to be significant when a statistical test is applied (p>0.05), then the level of error is double at the best-case scenario. This is because a type II error is a different error than a type I error (p-value) and usually remains silent in research. The only measure for type II error is statistical power, which has recently become popular in high-quality research papers. The power would simply be described as the level of 1 Harokopio University, Greece confidence we have when reporting null findings. This is something that is best decided a priori, before even the ethics approval for a study is lodged. When a priori sample size calculation is performed, then the study researchers can be relatively sure about both significant and null findings, and thus have the confidence to publish both cases. There are options of estimating the ad hoc power of a null finding, but these should mainly apply to very complex and expensive studies where participant' recruitment might be difficult.
Research in Nutrition and Dietetics needs improvement in all the aspects mentioned above. It might sound difficult, demanding and time-consuming, but it is the only way to make sure that research provides accurate information to be implemented in the community.
